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Note: This worksheet is to be completed consistent with the policies stated in the Instruction Memorandum entitled 
“Documentation of Land Use Plan Conformance and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Adequacy” 
transmitting this worksheet and the “Guidelines for Using the DNA Worksheet” located at the end of the worksheet.  
(Note: The signed CONCLUSION at the end of this worksheet is part of an interim step in the BLM’s internal 
analysis process and does not constitute an appealable decision.) 
 
A. BLM Office:  Lakeview District/ Klamath Falls Resource Area  

Lease/Serial/Case File No.  OR 60933 
Proposed Action Title/Type:   Purchase 30 Acres from Klamath County 
Location of Proposed Action: Wood River, Willamette Meridian, T.34 S., 

      R.71/2 E. Section 36, North half. 
 
Description of the Proposed Action:  To purchase 30 acres, North half of section 36 of Wood River 
Wetland. This property had originally been acquired by U.S. Fish and Wildlife, through the act of 
condemnation in 1954.  In 1968, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife exchanged this property for lands with 
Tulana Farms. It has since been re-sold and foreclosed on for back taxes by Klamath County.  If this 
property is purchased by BLM for back taxes, this parcel will be incorporated into the Wood River 
Wetland, and will be managed under the same guidelines as the rest of the Wetland project. 
 
 

Applicant (if any):  Not Applicable 
 
B. Conformance with one or more of the following Land Use Plans (LUPs) and/or Related 

Subordinate Implementation Plans: 
 
Upper Klamath Basin and Wood River Wetland RMP/EIS July 1995 S-2. Plan Conformance decision 
July 1997. 
 
The proposed action is in conformance with the applicable LUPs because it is specifically provided 
for in the following LUP decisions which states: 
 
“Newly acquired lands in this area will be managed for consistency with management objectives of 
nearby BLM-administered land.  If lands with unique or fragile resource values are acquired, the 
BLM would protect or enhance those values until the next plan revision.” 
 

 
C.  Identify the applicable NEPA document(s) and other related documents that cover the proposed 
action. List by name and date all applicable NEPA documents that cover the proposed action.  

 
Upper Klamath Basin and Wood River Wetland RMP/EIS, 1995. 

 
 
D.  NEPA Adequacy Criteria 
 

1. Is the current proposed action substantially the same action (or is a part of that action) as previously 
analyzed?   
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Documentation of answer and explanation: 
 
Yes, the proposed project is substantially the same action that was proposed in the RMP.  This 
project is part of the restoration effort for the Wood River Stream Channel Restoration.  

 
2.  Is the range of alternatives analyzed in the existing NEPA document(s) appropriate with 
respect to the current proposed action, given current environmental concerns, interests, 
resource values, and circumstances? 
 

Documentation of answer and explanation:   
 
The Upper Klamath Basin and Wood River Wetland Resource Management Plan/ Environmental 
Impact Statement analyzed an array of alternatives including no action, and utilizing different 
levels of engineering to be used in the restoration.  

 
3.  Is the existing analysis adequate and are the conclusions adequate in light of any new 
information or circumstances (including, for example, riparian proper functioning condition 
[PFC] reports; rangeland health standards assessments; Unified Watershed Assessment 
categorizations; inventory and monitoring data; most recent Fish and Wildlife Service lists of 
threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species; most recent BLM lists of sensitive 
species)?  Can you reasonably conclude that all new information and all new circumstances are 
insignificant with regard to analysis of the proposed action? 
 

Documentation of answer and explanation: 
 
The analysis in the RMP is presently adequate.  Anticipated impacts from the proposed action 
would not exceed those previously analyzed.  Inventories for cultural and special status plants are 
up-to-date and no significant sites that were identified in the initial surveys of this parcel. 

 
4.  Do the methodology and analytical approach used in the existing NEPA document(s) 
continue to be appropriate for the current proposed action? 
 

Documentation of answer and explanation: 
 
The analysis used in the existing RMP continues to be appropriate. 

 
5.  Are the direct and indirect impacts of the current proposed action substantially unchanged 
from those identified in the existing NEPA document(s)?  Does the existing NEPA document 
sufficiently analyze site-specific impacts related to the current proposed action? 
 

Documentation of answer and explanation: 
 
The direct and indirect impacts of the proposed wetland restoration are unchanged from those 
initially analyzed in the RMP.  Best Management Practices and Project Design Features proposed 
in the RMP are incorporated into the implementation provisions of the contacts.  The site-specific 
impacts associated with the proposed action are substantially unchanged to those that were 
considered in the RMP. 

  
6.  Can you conclude without additional analysis or information that the cumulative impacts 
that would result from implementation of the current proposed action are substantially 
unchanged from those analyzed in the existing NEPA document? 
 










